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"The committee feels that the pro 
contained in this legislation is in the 
interest and worth the risk being takenw 
contrasted with the alternative w 
blackout in the presentation 
qualified candidates in the 

ms. Broadcasting journalis 
tife as is reporting through newspapers 
agazines. The public has become de- 

pendent upon it and is entitled to it. This 
must be recognized. The full use of this 
dynamic media should not be shackled 
shoula@ it be abused. The committee f 
the proposal set forth herein is work 
fair. The public interest should bene 
it. If not, adequate opportunity to r 
is available."*/ 
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